. The recent passage of an immigration law in Arizona allowing the police to stop and detain anyone suspected of being an undocumented immigrant
shows that aggressive anti-immigration sentiments are not confined to rhetoric. We argue that such aggressive intergroup attitudes and behaviors are an outgrowth of a distinct psychological orientation, which constitutes one component of social dominance orientation (Pratto, Sidanius, Stallworth, & Malle, 1994) .
The overt force and punitiveness prescribed by Kaufman contrast with contemporary apologies opposing affirmative action or limiting international reconciliation. In such rhetoric, other priorities, such as "fairness, meritocracy," or "national security" are deployed rather than overt references to the inferiority of outgroups or the rightness of dominance (e.g., Essex, n.d., Heller, 2010) . We argue that such intergroup attitudes and behaviors, although not as openly forceful and hostile, rely on a psychology of group separation and opposition to group equality.
This psychological orientation is also an aspect of social dominance orientation. In this article, we explore the implications of both dimensions of social dominance orientation (SDO) for intergroup relations, how ideologies justify inequality, and the psychology of group prejudice. for instance, the kinds of jobs they seek and obtain, the kinds of subjects they choose to study, and how well they perform in these areas (Pratto, Stallworth, Sidanius & Siers, 1997 , for a review see Haley & Sidanius, 2005) .
The generality of SDO is also shown in its ability to predict intergroup attitudes in new situations. For example, in addition to correlating with prejudice toward familiar groups (e.g., ethnic groups), SDO predicts affect towards both minimal groups and novel social policies (e.g., Amiot & Bouris, 2005; Pratto, Sidanius, Stallworth & Malle, 1994; Pratto & Shih, 2000; Reynolds, Turner, Haslam, Ryan, Bizumic, & Siubasic, 2007; Sidanius, Pratto, & Mitchell, 1994) . SDO has also been shown to predict people's future intergroup attitudes and behavior across extended periods of time (Kteily, Sidanius, & Levin, 2011; Sibley, Wilson, & Duckitt, 2007; Thomsen, Green, Ho, Levin, van Laar, Sinclair, & Sidanius, 2010) . Altogether, empirical evidence from many countries and concerning many different intergroup contexts has shown that the SDO scale is a powerful index of generalized prejudice, group relevant social ideologies, socio-political policy preferences and future career choices (see Pratto, Sidanius, & Levin, 2006 for a review).
One or Two Dimensions of SDO?
When the 14-item SDO scale was initially developed, it was found to be uni-dimensional (Pratto et al., 1994 , Appendix A, later referred to as the SDO 5 scale in Sidanius & Pratto, 1999) .
Care was taken to ensure that the item set did not produce response acquiescence (Christie & Cook, 1958) by including both pro-trait and con-trait SDO items. In addition, work was done to ensure that the SDO scale captures the full expression of the SDO construct, and demonstrates convergent and discriminant validity (e.g., Loevinger, 1957) . However, subsequent factor analytic research and experimental research by a number of scholars suggest that the pro-trait F o r P e e r R e v i e w DIMENSIONS OF SOCIAL DOMINANCE ORIENTATION 6 and con-trait sections of the 16-item SDO 6 scale -the most commonly used SDO scale, published in Appendix D of Pratto et al., 1994 -may actually produce two distinct yet strongly related, substantive subdimensions of SDO (e.g., Jost & Thompson, 2000) . One may reflect support for group-based dominance hierarchies (SDO-D) and the other opposition to groupbased equality (SDO-E; see Table 1 ).
To date, the question of whether SDO 6 consists of one dimension or two related dimensions has not been theoretically or empirically resolved. The proposed dimensions are composed entirely of either pro-trait items (SDO-D) or con-trait items (SDO-E). As such, any factor analytic evidence for two dimensions could simply reflect differences in the direction in which items are worded, rather than differences in substance between the two dimensions. Thus, even though our early unpublished analyses of the SDO 6 scale showed that two dimensions often emerged, it was not clear whether these dimensions were substantively distinct.
The present paper reviews evidence that the SDO 6 scale consists of two related dimensions and, importantly, empirically tests whether the two dimensions differentially predict outcome variables concerning group based dominance and opposition to equality. If our research finds that two subdimensions empirically differentiate among theoretically-relevant measures, this would demonstrate predictive validity for this distinction and suggest the need for newly balanced measures of each dimension. As SDO 6 is so widely in use in both experimental and survey research around the world, the results may prove of great theoretical and practical use in understanding prejudice, discrimination, and intergroup relations more broadly.
Dominance and Egalitarianism
Why might support for group dominance and opposition to group equality reflect two distinct psychological orientations? SDO-D is defined as support for group-based dominance F o r P e e r R e v i e w DIMENSIONS OF SOCIAL DOMINANCE ORIENTATION 7 hierarchies in which dominant groups actively oppress subordinate groups. It reflects an early definition of SDO as a generalized imperial imperative (Sidanius & Pratto, 1993) . These items specifically tap support for overtly hierarchical intergroup relations (e.g., "Inferior groups should stay in their place"). As such, we hypothesize that SDO-D will be related to phenomena such as support for aggressive intergroup behavior, support of overtly negative intergroup attitudes, support for negative allocations to outgroups, and the perception of group-based competition.
These attitudes, behaviors, and cognitions all support dominance hierarchies that involve the active subjugation of some groups by other groups. Indeed, since the SDO-D items encompass the approval of groups that "use force" and "step on other groups," we expect SDO-D to be especially related to support for aggressive behavior in intergroup competition (e.g., ethnic persecution). SDO-D also expresses the belief that some groups are "superior" or "more
worthy," and thus should be related to overt or old-fashioned prejudice. For example, Sears, Haley, and Henry (2008) have found that SDO-D correlates with overtly negative feelings toward Blacks among Whites, the belief that Blacks are biologically inferior, and the belief that
Blacks are trying to take resources away from other groups. Similarly, given that SDO-D reflects a preoccupation with maintaining the relative power difference between groups, we expect SDO-D to be related to perceptions of zero-sum group competition. Importantly, these aspects of SDO-D should also make it predict the legitimization or justification of extremely hierarchical systems of group-based dominance.
SDO-E is defined as opposition to group-based equality. This includes an aversion to the general principle of equality and to reducing the level of hierarchy. Opposition to equality translates psychologically into support for exclusivity. People who want groups to be unequal wish to exclude certain groups from access to resources that could elevate their social position. Therefore, SDO-E should be related to a wide array of subtle, insidious hierarchy-maintaining legitimizing myths, such as symbolic racism or the Protestant work ethic, that imply that it is legitimate for certain groups to be excluded from access to resources. It should further be related to opposition to redistributive social policies because they increase equality, and to policies that would break down group boundaries such as support for affirmative action. Given the nature of SDO-E, it should predict the justification and legitimization of social systems that are socially stratified. However, unlike SDO-D, it should not relate as strongly to support for active domination or extreme subjugation of subordinate groups. Although the two subdimensions should strongly relate to one another, once this overlap is taken into account, they should differentially predict a variety of group-relevant outcomes.
Existing Evidence for the Predictive Validity of Two Dimensions
Empirical studies from several research groups have shown that SDO-D and SDO-E differentially correspond with group-relevant variables such as endorsement of prejudicial ideologies and political attitudes, and may respond differently to experimental manipulations aimed at promoting fairness between groups. The SDO-E dimension, or some variant of it, accounts for variance in conservatism, opposition to international diplomacy, anti-Black attitudes (not including old-fashioned racism), just world beliefs, and opposition to redistributive social policies (Cohrs, Moschner, Maes, & Kielmann, 2005; Eagly, Diekman, Johannesen-Schmidt, & Koenig, 2004; Freeman, Aquino, & McFerran, 2009; Jost & Thompson, 2000; Reyna, Henry, Korfmacher, & Tucker, 2006; Kugler, Cooper, & Nosek, 2010; Sears et al., 2008; Wakslak, Jost, Tyler, & Chen, 2007; Yoshimura & Hardin, 2009 Foels & Pappas, 2004) or in interpersonal rather than intergroup competition (e.g., Cozzolino & Snyder, 2008) .
Social Structure May Moderate the Differential Effects of SDO-D and SDO-E
Due to the rather dramatic decline in explicit and old-fashioned racism within American society (e.g., Schuman, Steeh, Bobo & Krysan, 1997), Sears and his colleagues have argued that SDO-D is no longer a relevant dimension in intergroup relations and/or socio-political attitudes (see e.g., Sears et al., 2008, p. 83) . Sears, Henry, and Kosterman (2000) found that SDO-D does not predict symbolic racism as well as SDO-E, is weakly related to political orientation and racial policy preferences, and does not relate to legitimizing ideologies such as attributions for poverty, crime and structural explanations for racial disadvantage (see also Sears & Henry, 2005; Sears et al., 2008) . However, because most of this research has used highly abbreviated versions of the SDO-D and SDO-E scales, and has not considered the full spectrum of intergroup attitudes and behavior, more research is warranted to test whether SDO-D predicts other intergroup variables in American samples. groups). Furthermore, despite its international dominance, the U.S.'s internal political rhetoric since the modern civil rights era and women's rights era is decidedly egalitarian, as many scholars have noted (e.g., Roth, 1994; Thernstrom & Thernstrom, 1997 contexts such as the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, SDO-D will be positively related to support for hierarchy-enhancing legitimizing ideologies that both reinforce group-based dominance (e.g., nationalism) and maintain the unequal status quo (e.g., political conservatism).
The Present Research
Although previous studies have examined the proposed dimensions of SDO separately, more evidence is needed to establish the unique predictive validity of each dimension, net of the effects of the other dimension. Furthermore, the operationalizations of these dimensions have been inconsistent across studies, with some researchers using a shortened scale and others augmenting SDO 6 items with novel items, including items that conflate group-based egalitarianism with interpersonal egalitarianism. Finally, previous findings have been inconsistent, partly because of the operationalization of variables presumed to be related to SDO.
The present study aims to fill these lacunae. Using data from four American samples and one
Israeli sample, we test five hypotheses:
1) In all samples, the SDO 6 scale should be composed of two subdimensions, reflecting the preference for group-based dominance hierarchies (SDO-D) and opposition to egalitarian intergroup relations (SDO-E).
2) In all samples, the SDO 6 subdimensions should be strongly correlated. Although we hypothesize that each dimension should be uniquely related to a preference for qualitatively different relations between groups, both dimensions support group-based social stratification and as such should overlap considerably. 3) In all samples, SDO-D will be positively related to perceptions that intergroup conflict is zero-sum, aggressive intergroup attitudes and behavior (e.g., immigrant persecution), and overt, or "old-fashioned" prejudice.
4)
In contested hierarchical intergroup contexts, such as the Israeli-Palestinian context, SDO-D should be positively related both to support for ideologies that reinforce group dominance (e.g., nationalism) and to support for ideologies that reinforce unequal status relations with subordinate groups (e.g., political conservatism).
5) In less contested hierarchical intergroup contexts, such as the Ashkenazi-Mizrachi
Jewish ethnic context in Israel and the ethnic context in the United States, SDO-E should be related to support for insidious hierarchy-enhancing legitimizing ideologies such as system legitimacy beliefs, negative affect toward subordinate groups, and opposition to redistributive social policies.
We test these hypotheses using the full 16-item SDO 6 scale in five large surveys administered in the U.S. and Israel. As large surveys do not typically use the full SDO scale, the presence of the full scale in these samples, including one general population survey, represents a rare opportunity to test these hypotheses using large datasets. In the American samples, only the responses of Whites were analyzed, as the responses of non-Whites to some of our criterion variables should relate differentially to SDO. Similarly, in the Israeli sample, only the responses of Ashkenazi Jews, the dominant Jewish ethnic group, were analyzed.
Method Participants
Four American samples. In all four samples, we only analyzed data from respondents who indicated that the United States was their native country. Our data for Sample 1 were drawn English to ensure equivalence of meaning across the original and back-translated surveys.
Measures
SDO. The full 16-item SDO 6 scale was used in all five samples (see Table 1 for items).
In Samples Posse Scale, an instrument measuring one's willingness to participate in persecution of and violence against immigrants (Altemeyer, 1996; Thomsen et al., 2008) . Sample 5 included some Intergroup attitudes hypothesized to be more strongly related to SDO-E. We expected political conservatism (in the U.S.), system justification/legitimacy beliefs, opposition to affirmative action, the Protestant work ethic, the belief that college admissions are fair, opposition to various redistributive racial/social policies, symbolic racism, and affect toward the was unique in assessing support for symbolic racism, which contrasts with the "old-fashioned" Israeli hostility towards Palestinians, we reasoned that affect toward Palestinians would be predicted substantially more by support for active group dominance than by opposition to group equality.
Results
Our first goal was to test whether in fact a two-factor model of the 16 SDO 6 items fits the data better than a one-factor model. We conducted confirmatory factor analyses with two correlated latent dimensions representing SDO-D and SDO-E. Each dimension was represented by three parcels, which included the eight items expected to represent the dimension (see Table   1 ). Parcel 1 consisted of the mean of items 1-3 under SDO-D in Table 1 Parcels 4, 5, and 6 were the means of items 1-3, 4-6, and 7-8 under SDO-E, respectively. The use of item parcels rather than individual items has been shown to reduce the random error of manifest indicators. That is, the reliability of our indicators is improved because forming composites (parcels) will take into account the random error associated with any one item. In Sample 1, the two-factor model yielded an excellent fit with just two modifications (χ 2 /df ratio = 1.00, RMSEA = .00, CFI = 1.00), whereas the one-factor model yielded a relatively poor fit even after two modifications (χ 2 /df ratio = 5.88, RMSEA = .17, CFI = .95). 2 The chi-square difference Table 2 ).
3
Having replicated previous findings demonstrating that a two-factor model fits the data better than a unidimensional model, we computed the reliabilities for the two SDO subscales.
The SDO-D dimension was found to be highly reliable in all five samples: Sample 1, α = .89; To test Hypothesis 2, concerning the relationship between SDO-D and SDO-E, we computed the Pearson correlation coefficients for the relationship between the two dimensions.
In Sample 1, the correlation between the two dimensions was .53 (p < .001). In Sample 2, the correlation was .49 (p < .001). In Sample 3, the correlation was .44 (p < .001). In Sample 4, the correlation was .36 (p < .001). Finally, in sample 5, the correlation was .49 (p < .001).
Hypothesis 3 predicted that SDO-D would correlate more strongly with endorsing intergroup aggression, subordinate group inferiority, zero-sum competition between groups, and overt domination than would SDO-E. To test this hypothesis, we regressed each of the intergroup attitudes thought to be related to this dimension on SDO-D and SDO-E in a multiple regression analysis, and obtained semi-partial correlations. If our hypothesis is confirmed, the semi-partial correlation between SDO-D and each criterion should be stronger than each criterion's relationship to SDO-E. To test this, we used Malgady's test for comparing two dependent semipartial correlations (Hittner, Finger, Mancuso, & Silver, 1995) . We used one-tailed tests given our a priori predictions concerning which dimension should more strongly relate to the criterion Table   3 rather than present all statistics in the text, where we describe the findings. 4 Old-fashioned prejudice was measured in Samples 1, 2, 3, and 5, and predicted significantly by SDO-D in all four samples (see Table 3 ). Furthermore, it was significantly more strongly related to SDO-D than to SDO-E in Samples 2 and 3, marginally significantly more related to SDO-D than to SDO-E in Sample 1, and more strongly related to SDO-D, though not significantly so, in Sample 5.
Perceptions of zero-sum competition vis-à-vis a subordinate ethnic group was assessed in Samples 1, 4, and 5, and as expected, was significantly predicted by SDO-D in all three samples and significantly more strongly predicted by SDO-D than by SDO-E in all samples.
We also assessed attitudes toward aggressive intergroup behavior (i.e., nationalism and immigrant persecution). Nationalism was related to SDO-D in the way we expected in Sample 5 -i.e., significantly related to SDO-D and significantly more related to SDO-D than SDO-E -but was only marginally significantly related to SDO-D in Sample 1. Interestingly, nationalism was also significantly positively related to SDO-E in Sample 1, and significantly negatively related to SDO-E in Sample 5. In both Samples 2 and 3, beliefs about immigrant persecution were significantly related to SDO-D and more strongly related to this dimension than to SDO-E. In support of Hypothesis 4 -the prediction that SDO-D would be related to outcomes that justify the existing hierarchy in contexts where the hierarchy is severe and highly contested -SDO-D also significantly predicted affect toward Palestinians and right-wing political identification in Israel, and these variables were better predicted by SDO-D than by SDO-E.
Whereas we hypothesized that outgroup affect and political conservatism would be more related to SDO-E in a less hierarchical context, it appears that support for right-wing political establishments and negative affect toward subordinate groups are strongly related to SDO-D when power relations are more contested and hierarchical.
Our next test, Hypothesis 5, predicted that SDO-E would correlate more strongly with endorsement of subtle legitimizing myths (e.g., symbolic racism), support for the status quo (e.g., system legitimacy beliefs), and opposition to redistributive social policies. We also predicted that SDO-E would relate more strongly to political conservatism in the United States. We followed the same regression procedure used to test Hypothesis 3, regressing each of these variables on SDO-D and SDO-E, and again examined whether the semi-partial correlations were significantly different (through one-tailed tests; See Table 4 ).
We measured political conservatism in all four American samples (Samples 1-4), and in every case, found that it was significantly predicted by SDO-E and significantly more strongly related to SDO-E than SDO-D.
System justification/legitimacy beliefs were assessed in the first two American samples (Sample 1 and 2), and in both cases, it was predicted significantly by SDO-E and more strongly by SDO-E than SDO-D. We also measured system justification in the Israeli context. As this measure assessed beliefs in justice for the Jewish ethnic groups in Israel (a less contested hierarchical context similar to race relations in the US), we expected SDO-E to be related to Turning to affirmative action in the US, as we expected, opposition to this policy was predicted significantly by SDO-E in all three samples in which it was measured (Samples 1, 2, and 4), and significantly more related to this dimension than to SDO-D. The Protestant work ethic in the US was similarly significantly related to SDO-E in Samples 1 and 4, and significantly more related to this dimension than SDO-D in Sample 1.
We also expected that the belief that the admissions process to Harvard University is fair would be positively related to SDO-E and more positively related to SDO-E than to D, and found in Samples 2 and 3 that this was indeed the case.
Opposition to various redistributive social policies -i.e., opposition to legally enforced racial policy and opposition to social welfare in Sample 1, opposition to redistributive social policy and opposition to civil rights activism in Samples 2 and 3, and opposition to income redistribution (between Jewish ethnic groups in Israel) in Sample 5 -was found to be significantly predicted by SDO-E in all seven of these cases and was significantly more related to SDO-E than to SDO-D in all cases except with respect to civil rights activism in Sample 2,  where the magnitude of the relationship with SDO-E was still stronger.
Symbolic racism was measured in Sample 4, and as expected, it was significantly related to SDO-E and marginally significantly more strongly related to SDO-E than to SDO-D. Finally, in Sample 5, we found that affect toward the Mizrachi Jews was significantly predicted by SDO-E but not significantly more strongly predicted by SDO-E than by SDO-D.
Relationships with affect toward Palestinians were different. Although negative affect is a component of symbolic racism, and thus generally expected to be better predicted by SDO-E, when an outgroup that is engaged in a bitter conflict with the dominant group (Palestinians vis-à-vis the dominant Jewish group in Israel) is considered, it is better predicted by SDO-D than by SDO-E.
Discussion
The present research examined whether the SDO 6 scale consists of two distinct, substantive subdimensions -support for group-based domination and opposition to group-based equality. We tested both the factor analytic structure of the SDO items and whether each subdimension of SDO differentially predicts criterion variables in five samples. Results supported all of our hypotheses. Specifically, in all five samples, a two-factor solution accounted for the intercorrelations among the 16 SDO 6 items better than a one-factor solution,
confirming Hypothesis 1 that SDO is composed of two subdimensions. Notably, and confirming Hypothesis 2, SDO-E and SDO-D were both very strongly correlated in every sample. Our substantive hypotheses examined the kinds of intergroup attitudes that should be more strongly related to SDO-D or to SDO-E. Confirming Hypothesis 3 -that SDO-D especially relates to the active and forceful subjugation of outgroups -endorsing immigrant persecution, old-fashioned racism, perceived zero-sum competition, and support for war were all significantly predicted by SDO-D beyond the effects of SDO-E in the U.S. and in Israel. Furthermore, consistent with the hypothesis that SDO-D would also predict system legitimizing/justifying ideologies (e.g., conservatism) in extremely hierarchical and highly conflictual intergroup contexts, we found that Palestinians on the other hand. Hypothesis 5 proposed that SDO-E especially relates to less confrontational hierarchy-enhancing ideologies that legitimize relatively egalitarian but still socially stratified systems. Confirming this, we found that for the variables we thought would be predicted by SDO-E, namely, subtle hierarchy-enhancing legitimizing ideologies and hierarchyattenuating social policies, most were predicted significantly by SDO-E, controlling for the effects of SDO-D, and were more strongly predicted by SDO-E than by SDO-D.
Given these findings, it appears safe to conclude that there are two related but distinct aspects of SDO, and these aspects predict qualitatively different intergroup phenomena. The point of greatest convergence between us and two other research teams who have been examining the structure of SDO, namely Jost and Thompson (2000) and Kugler et al. (2010) lies in our collective views on what SDO-E should relate to. That is, all three research teams argue for and find support for the relationship between SDO-E and hierarchy-attenuating social policies (e.g., affirmative action opposition) and political conservatism in the United States. The replication of these findings by independent research teams using different operationalizations of criterion measures provides confidence that SDO-E corresponds to non-inclusive and nonegalitarian preferences regarding intergroup relations.
Despite this similarity in our mutual understanding of SDO-E, our interpretation differs somewhat from the system-justification approach of Jost and Thompson (2000) and Kugler et al. (2010) in two important ways. First, we do not believe that the concept of system-justification necessarily always invokes sentiments expressed by SDO-E. For example, in Sample 5, support for right-wing political beliefs, a typical measure of endorsement of the status quo, was more 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59  60 F o r P e e r R e v i e w strongly related to SDO-D than to SDO-E. We argue that in hierarchical societies engaged in violent intergroup conflicts, legitimizing the existing social structure may be more strongly related to SDO-D than to SDO-E. In other words, the relational orientations that motivate system justification hinge crucially upon the kinds of relationships the system entails. When the system entails contested dominance relations, such as the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, support for the hierarchical status quo may be motivated more by support for group-based dominance than by opposition to group-based equality.
A second way in which our perspective differs from that of others is that in contrast to
Kugler et al. (2010), we do not see SDO-D as the prejudice dimension. Rather, we believe that different types of prejudice are related to the two SDO dimensions. What is often called oldfashioned prejudice, that is, the belief in outgroup inferiority, should serve to legitimize groupbased dominance and thus should be related to SDO-D. However, prejudice that is not dressed up in notions of outgroup inferiority, but in reference to other values that nonetheless have the consequence of demeaning outgroups, like symbolic racism, should be more related to SDO-E. This is because symbolic racism is based upon the belief that minority group members violate traditional values (i.e., the Protestant work ethic), which constitutes a legitimizing ideology that supports inequality, but not necessarily outright dominance (e.g., Reyna et al., 2009) . Our data confirm the conceptual distinction between "old-fashioned" and "modern" prejudice and show that modern prejudice is still motivated by support for group inequality. Furthermore, we emphasize that SDO-E is about group-based inequality. While it should share variance with prior operationalizations of anti-egalitarianism (e.g., Katz & Hass, 1988) , group-based antiegalitarianism should be distinguished from beliefs about interpersonal equality. Contrary to the conclusions of Sears et al. (2008) , the present evidence shows that the SDO-D dimension is far from being socio-politically inert, even in the U.S. Rather, we found that it is substantially related to a number of socio-political phenomena such as perception of zero-sum group competition, nationalism, old-fashioned racism, and the willingness to participate in the persecution of immigrants. In the Israeli sample, SDO-D was further related to support for war, affect toward Palestinians, and various forms of opposition to making concessions to Palestinians. Indeed, we found that SDO-D was a better predictor than SDO-E was for aggressive intergroup behaviors, perceptions of zero-sum intergroup competition, and old-fashioned racism. While SDO-D may not predict more subtle acts of intergroup bias, like support for less extreme hierarchy-enhancing ideologies, or opposition to hierarchy-attenuating social policies, we have demonstrated that it is useful in understanding more extraordinary, potentially costly intergroup conflicts.
Throughout our analysis of the four American datasets, we were able to find more variables we thought would be related to SDO-E than SDO-D. We do not believe this was by chance. Many theorists in the field of intergroup relations have argued that persuasion, or ideological control, is the preferred means of social control, compared to the use of naked force, in maintaining group-based hierarchies (e.g., Jackman, 1994; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999; Tyler, 2006) . As such, the relatively mundane aspects of intergroup conflict that are best predicted by SDO-E should be more common than the relatively extreme intergroup behaviors and beliefs that emerge from SDO-D.
Importantly, we note that in many instances, it may still be best to use the full SDO scale.
Many forms of bias might naturally mix elements of both dimensions of SDO. For example, perceiving mixed-race individuals as belonging more to their subordinate parent group (i.e., according to a rule of hypodescent) might entail the belief that the subordinate parent group is inferior, but at the same time constitute a relatively subtle means of maintaining status boundaries (Ho, Sidanius, Levin, & Banaji, 2011) . In such cases, separating the SDO scale will not prove more useful than using the full scale. We recommend that future tests of the separate dimensions be guided by the theoretical distinction we make between the underlying psychological processes of support for group-based dominance and unequal group relations. For example, social dominance theory argues that the SDO scale is a good measuring stick for testing the function of legitimizing myths, in particular whether they are hierarchy-enhancing or hierarchy-attenuating. Along these lines, examining whether a legitimizing myth is more related to SDO-D or SDO-E may help ascertain whether the myth is intended to support dominance and oppression involving the use of force, or intended to uphold inequality in less overt ways. For example, the finding that old-fashioned racism is more related to SDO-D and symbolic racism is more related to SDO-E suggests that old-fashioned racism might justify forceful forms of group oppression such as slavery or apartheid, whereas symbolic racism might lead one to oppose equality for all groups, but not support the use of force to dominate subordinate groups.
We view both dimensions of SDO as primarily supporting generalized group-based hierarchy rather than ingroup dominance (Pratto et al., 2006) and dependent variable (DV) after controlling for the effects of a third variable on both the IV and DV, a semi-partial, or part correlation examines the correlation between an IV and DV controlling for the effects of a third variable on the IV only.
2 Based on the modification indices, we correlated the residuals of parcels 5 and 6 and parcels 5 and 1 in the two-factor model, and the residuals of parcels 5 and 6 and parcels 5 and 4 in the onefactor model. 3 Based on the modification indices, we added one modification to the two models in Sample 4:
We correlated the residuals of parcels 2 and 4 in the two-factor model, and the residuals of parcels 5 and 6 in the one-factor model. 4 The p-values for the semi-partial correlations are based on significance tests of the B-coefficients produced in the regression analyses, which in principle provide the same information. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59  60 
